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The Effectiveness of Declining Juvenile Court Jurisdiction of Youth

In Washington State, the juvenile courts are a
division of the state’s superior court system. The
juvenile courts have jurisdiction over persons under
the age of 18 who are alleged to have committed a
crime. In certain circumstances, however, state law
requires youth to be “declined jurisdiction” in the
juvenile court and the case is then transferred into
adult criminal court.

The Washington State Institute for Public Policy
(WSIPP) was asked to evaluate the effectiveness of
the law that declines youth from the juvenile
court.* This report contains our findings and is
divided into four parts:

1) Background on juvenile decline laws,

2) Our outcome evaluation on the
effectiveness of Washington State's juvenile
decline law,

3) Review of the national research literature on
the effectiveness of transferring juveniles to
the adult court system, and

4) Our estimates of the benefits and costs
associated with this policy.

An appendix is provided for supplemental
information and technical detail.

! This project was initiated by the Washington State Partnership
Council on Juvenile Justice and was approved by WSIPP's Board of
Directors on September 17, 2012.

? The preparation of this report was aided by the Office of Juvenile
Justice, Juvenile Justice & Rehabilitation Administration, and
Department of Social & Health Services through a federal grant from
the Office of Juvenile Justice & Delinquency Prevention of the U.S.
Department of Justice authorized under the Juvenile Justice, Runaway
Youth and Missing Children’s Act Amendments of 1992 through a
grant approved by the Washington State Partnership Council on
Juvenile Justice (WA-PCJ)).

Summary

In Washington State, the juvenile courts have
jurisdiction over youth under the age of 18 who are
charged with committing a crime. Under certain
circumstances, however, the juvenile courts are
declined jurisdiction and youth are automatically
sentenced as adults.

Since 1994, about 1,300 Washington youth have been
processed in the adult system under the automatic
decline law. For this report, we examined whether the
automatic decline law results in higher or lower
offender recidivism for those who were sentenced as
adults.

To answer this question, we compared recidivism
rates of youth who were automatically declined after
the 1994 law with youth who would have been
declined had the law existed prior to that time. We
employed numerous tests, all of which demonstrate
that recidivism is higher for youth who are
automatically declined jurisdiction in the juvenile
court. These findings are similar to other rigorous
evaluations conducted nationally by other
researchers.

When possible, WSIPP conducts benefit-cost analysis
to understand the long-term financial impacts of
programs and policies to society and others.
Limitations in the juvenile justice literature, however,
prohibit us from empirically investigating the
potential benefits (or costs) of avoided crimes due to
an increased length of stay in confinement for
automatically declined youth.

Suggested citation: Drake, E. (2013). The effectiveness of
declining juvenile court jurisdiction of youthful offenders
(Doc. No. 13-12-1902). Olympia: Washington State Institute
for Public Policy.




I. Background & Research Approach

In Washington State, adults charged with felony
crimes have their cases heard in the superior court
system. For adults found guilty of a crime,
sentences are prescribed by the ranges in the
state’s sentencing guidelines.’> Depending on the
seriousness of the crime and a person’s criminal
history, some sentences result in confinement in
prison or community supervision.

The juvenile courts are a division of the superior
court system. These courts have jurisdiction of
youth under the age of 18 charged with criminal
offenses. Like the adult system, the juvenile courts
follow sentencing guidelines prescribed in statute
that are also based on the seriousness of a crime
and a youth's criminal history.*

Washington State law allows prosecutors to
petition to transfer a youth to adult court, at the
discretion of the juvenile court.> This type of
transfer is known as a discretionary decline of
jurisdiction.

3 RCW 9.94A, Sentencing Reform Act of 1981.
* RCW 13.40.0357.
> RCW 13.40.110.

In addition to discretionary transfer, the 1994
Washington State Legislature passed the Youth
Violence Reduction Act establishing an automatic
decline of jurisdiction to the adult court for certain
youth. Youth ages 16 and 17 are automatically
“declined” to the adult court when charged with the
following violent felonies:®

e Serious violent felony (murder 1 and 2,
manslaughter 1, assault 1, kidnapping 1, and
rape 1)

e Violent felony (with a criminal history of one
or more serious violent felonies)

e Violent felony (with a criminal history of two
or more violent felonies)

e Violent felony (with a criminal history of
three or more class A felonies, class B
felonies, vehicular assault, or manslaughter
2 committed after the 13" birthday and
prosecuted separately)

The 1997 Legislature revised the automatic transfer
criteria and added the following offenses:

e Robbery 1, rape of a child 1, or drive-by
shooting

e Burglary 1 (with a criminal history of any
prior felony or misdemeanor)

e Violent felony with a deadly weapon

Section II of this report presents our evaluation of
the effect of the state’s automatic decline law on
crime.

® RCW 13.04.030. In 1999, the Washington State Supreme Court
determined that the adult court cannot retain jurisdiction over a
juvenile if the charges against the youth are amended so the case no
longer meets the automatic transfer criteria (State v. Mora, 138 Wn.2d,
June 3,1999).



Confinement of Declined Youth

The Department of Corrections (DOC) has legal
authority over declined youth. DOC policy
designates a youthful offender as any person under
the age of 18 who is convicted and sentenced as an
adult.”

Federal laws ensure certain protections of youth in
the adult criminal justice system.? Youthful
offenders under the jurisdiction of DOC are housed
separately from adult offenders as required by
Washington State law.’

7 Department of Corrections Policy 320.500.

& Such laws include the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act
and the Prison Rape Elimination Act.

° RCW 70.01.410

Declined youth are managed under the Youthful
Offender Program (YOP), which is a coordinated
effort between staff at DOC and the Juvenile
Rehabilitation Administration (JRA). Under current
practice, declined youth less than age 18 are
housed at JRA! If the youth is expected to be
released from confinement prior to age 21, the
youth remains at JRA. If the youth is expected to
be released after the age of 21, the case is reviewed
at the age of 18 to determine if the youth is able to
complete his/her sentence at DOC."*

1% prior to July 2004, the Youthful Offender Program for male offenders
was physically located at DOC's Clallam Bay Corrections Center. Prior
to August 2000, females were housed at DOC's Washington
Corrections Center for Women. Communication with Arlene Scott-
Young at DOC and Jennifer Redman at JRA.

! Communication with Jennifer Redman at JRA.



II. Outcome Evaluation

When the 1997 Legislature modified juvenile
sentencing laws, it directed WSIPP to evaluate the
impact of the changes in jurisdiction of juvenile
offenders.*? In 2003, WSIPP published findings on
the effectiveness of the juvenile decline of
jurisdiction laws.”* These findings were
inconclusive, however, since the law had not been
implemented long enough to sufficiently examine
its impact on recidivism.

The current evaluation was initiated by the
Washington State Partnership Council on Juvenile
Justice (Partnership Council), which asked WSIPP to
undertake the study. The Partnership Council
serves in an advisory role to the Governor by
commenting on the state’s juvenile justice and
prevention needs."

The WSIPP Board of Directors approved this project
in 2012. The primary research tasks were to:

v" Conduct an outcome evaluation of the
effectiveness of Washington State's juvenile
decline law,

v" Review the national research literature on
the effectiveness of juvenile decline laws,
and

v' Estimate the benefits and costs associated
with this policy.

2 RCW 13.40.0357.

B3R, Barnoski (2003). Changes in Washington State’s jurisdiction of
Juvenile offenders: Examining the impact. (Doc. No. 03-01-1203).
Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

! Executive Order 10-03. Establishing the Washington State
Partnership Council on Juvenile Justice. September 13, 2010. Retrieved
from: http://www.digitalarchives.wa.gov/GovernorGregoire/execorders/
eo_10-03.pdf

Research Design

The best way to determine the effectiveness of a
policy is to compare the outcomes of those who are
subject to the policy with a similar group of people
who would have been eligible, but the policy did
not apply. In an ideal research setting, youth would
be randomly assigned to either a treatment or a
comparison group and any observed differences in
recidivism rates could be attributed to the law.

For the current study, however, since the decline of
jurisdiction law was implemented statewide, it was
not possible to randomly assign youth to different
groups. Instead of random assignment we use
statistical controls to compare the recidivism rates
of youthful offenders before the 1994 law to rates
after the law.

The implementation of the 1994 law requiring
automatic decline of juvenile court jurisdiction
created a unique situation allowing us to select
youth who would have met the exact age and
offense criteria prior to the law. Using this research
design, we can observe whether youth who were
automatically declined had different recidivism
rates than youth who would have been eligible, but
were not automatically declined, prior to the
implementation of the law.

Because this condition does not exist for youth who
were declined jurisdiction due to prosecutorial
discretion, we were unable to construct a valid
comparison group of those youth to test the effects
of this law. Therefore, our outcome evaluation
focuses on the effect of automatic decline of
jurisdiction on recidivism, not on discretionary
decline of jurisdiction.


http://www.digitalarchives.wa.gov/GovernorGregoire/execorders/eo_10-03.pdf
http://www.digitalarchives.wa.gov/GovernorGregoire/execorders/eo_10-03.pdf

Study Groups

Using WSIPP's criminal history database and the
eligibility criteria described in the sidebar on this
page, we created study groups to examine the
effectiveness of the automatic decline law.™

We identified the automatic decline group by
locating youth who had cases filed in adult superior
court after July 1, 1994 and met the eligibility
criteria for automatic decline.*

We then constructed a comparison group of youth
who would have been automatically declined had
the law existed prior to its implementation in
1994." We selected youth whose cases were filed
in juvenile court between January 1, 1992 through
June 30, 1994.

To examine recidivism, youth in the pre-group and
decline group had to be at-risk for recidivism in the
community for 36 months. Thus, we included youth
who became at-risk in the community through
2009.

> WSIPP’s criminal history database was developed to conduct criminal
justice research at the request of the legislature. The database is a
synthesis of data from the Administrative Office of the Courts and the
Department of Corrections. We conducted a matching process using
the court case number and the primary identification number from the
data systems to link criminal history records. The criminal history
database is intended for research purposes only.

18 1f a case was filed in adult superior court, but did not meet the
eligibility criteria for automatic waiver, we assumed the case was a
discretionary decline and was therefore, not included in our study.

' More detail on our technical methods and data processing are
contained in the technical appendix.

Exhibit 1
Differences Between the Study Groups

Automatic
Variable decline

group
Criminal history score 133 10.1 0.000
Prior juvenile felony adjs. 1.7 2.0 0.048
Age at index offense 16.4 16.6 0.000
Age at-risk 17.9 20.1 0.000
Black 24% 28% 0.115
White 69% 65% 0.199
Male 95% 94% 0.493
Number 446 770

This selection process resulted in a total of 446
youth in the pre-group who would have been
eligible for automatic decline had it existed prior to
1994 and 770 youth in the automatic decline group.

We compared the decline group with the pre-
group to estimate the differences between the
groups on key characteristics. Exhibit 1 shows that
there are some differences between the groups.
Most importantly, youth in the automatic decline
group have lower criminal history scores, meaning
that these youth have a lower likelihood of
recidivating. We addressed the differences using
statistical analyses to control for these factors.



Recidivism Findings

Recidivism is defined as any offense committed
after release to the community that results in a

Washington State conviction.’® Three types of

recidivism were analyzed for this study:

e Violent felony convictions;

e Felony convictions, including violent
felonies; and

e Total recidivism, including misdemeanors,
felonies, and violent felony convictions.

Typically, we measure juvenile recidivism within 18-
months of becoming at-risk in the community.
However, since these youth were processed as
adults, we used a 36-month recidivism follow-up
that we normally use for adult offenders.

We used logistic regression analyses to adjust for
observed differences between the study groups.
Controlling for these differences enables us to
calculate adjusted recidivism rates within three
years of becoming at-risk in the community.

After controlling for observed differences between
the two groups, we find that the automatic decline
group had higher recidivism rates than the
comparison group for all three measures of
recidivism as shown in Exhibit 2.* None of these
differences were statistically significant (p <=0.05).

18 R. Barnoski. (1997). Standards for improving research effectiveness in
adult and juvenile justice. (Doc. No. 97-12-1201). Olympia: Washington
State Institute for Public Policy, pg. E2.

1% We calculated the automatic decline group recidivism rate using the
treatment coefficient from our preferred regression models as shown in
the appendix. We use the total recidivism rate for the comparison
group, 65%, and the coefficient, 0.354 in the following formula:
(0.65/(1-.65))*exp(0.354)/(1+(0.65/(1-.65))*exp(0.354))=72%. Error bars
in Exhibit 2 demonstrate the variation in these adjusted point
estimates. These results were not statistically significant in our logistic
regression models as shown in the appendix.

One concern with an outcome evaluation using this
type of design (with the pre-group selected before
the post-group) is that changes in crime rates or
recidivism trends over time might influence the
outcome and bias the treatment effect. To test for
this potential bias, we examined recidivism trends
over time. Our analyses demonstrate that juvenile
recidivism rates have been decreasing slightly over
the 1992 to 2009 timeframe (see appendix). Thus,
the direction of any potential bias would result in
lower recidivism rates for the decline group.

To account for this bias, we tested many logistic
regression model specifications controlling for time
trends (see appendix for details). Even when
controlling for time trends, however, we found that
youth who were automatically declined had higher
recidivism rates (not statistically significant). That is,
we found that these time trends did not bias our
estimate of the impact of automatic declines.



One theoretical reason why recidivism rates may
have been higher for youth who were automatically
declined is that processing youth in the adult
system has a criminogenic effect—the tendency to
increase crime.’® From this study, however, we are
unable to distinguish why declined youth had
higher recidivism rates. It is unknown whether
processing youth through the adult court or
housing youth in the adult system® or some other
unknown factor contributed to this effect.

Exhibit 2

A second reason could be related to increased time
in confinement. Youth in the decline group spent
an average of 32 months in confinement versus
youth in the pre-group who spent 12 months in
confinement. We were able to test this theory and
found no statistically significant relationship
between the increased length of stay and
recidivism.?

36-Month Adjusted Recidivism Rates by Type of Recidivism
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0 Ajzer, A. & Doyle, J. (2013). Juvenile incarceration, human capital, and
future crime: Evidence from randomly-assigned judges. National Bureau
of Economic Research.

2 Not all declined youth serve their sentence at DOC (see Section I).
Transfer to DOC is dependent on the youth's age as well as other
factors such as vulnerability. Unfortunately, due to multicolinearity
between location of confinement, time, and the treatment variable
(decline), the data do not allow us to test whether the place of
confinement has an effect on recidivism.

W Automatic decline group
H Pre-group

38%

23%

Violent felony

?2 This finding, however, is contrary to our recent meta-analysis of adult
research where we found that increasing length of stay of adults in
prison leads to a small decrease in recidivism. (see Aos, S. & Drake, E.
(2013) Prison, police, and programs: Evidence-based options that reduce
crime and save money. (Doc. No. 13-10-1901). Olympia: Washington
State Institute for Public Policy.)



ITI. Systematic Review of the Literature

In addition to our analysis of Washington's juvenile
decline laws, we were asked to review the national
research literature on the effectiveness of
transferring juveniles to the adult court system. The
sidebar on this page highlights WSIPP's general
approach to systematic reviews of the literature and
technical detail is provided in the appendix of this
report.”?

We systematically reviewed the literature and
located all studies that evaluated the impact of
juvenile decline laws on crime (or recidivism).

We assessed whether each study met WSIPP's
minimum standards of research rigor. For example,
to be included in our review, a study must have
demonstrated that there was no, or minimal,
selection bias, particularly in the comparison group.

Three studies were rigorous enough to be included
in the meta-analysis (including the effect from the
outcome evaluation in Section II of this report). For
each of these studies, we calculated an individual
"effect size.” An effect size is a metric that
measures the degree to which a program has been
shown to change an outcome (such as recidivism)
for program participants relative to a comparison

group.

2 For additional detail, see technical manual
www.wsipp.wa.gov/rptfiles/BCTechnicalManual.pdf

WSIPP’s Approach to Systematic Reviews

At the direction of the Washington State legislature,
WSIPP conducts systematic reviews of evaluation
research to determine what public policies and
programs work and which ones do not work. These
evidence-based reviews cover adult and juvenile
corrections, child welfare, mental health, substance
abuse, prevention, and education.

When WSIPP is asked to conduct a systematic
review, we follow a number of steps to ensure a
rigorous finding. These criteria include:

1) Considering all available studies we can
locate on a topic rather than selecting only a
few; that is, we do not “cherry pick” studies to
include in our reviews.

2) Requiring that an evaluation’s research
design include treatment and comparison
groups from intent-to-treat samples.
Random assignment studies are preferred,
but we include quasi-experimental studies
when the study uses appropriate statistical
techniques to control for selection bias.

We then use a formal statistical procedure, called
meta-analysis, to calculate an average “effect size,”
which indicates the expected magnitude of the
relationship between the treatment and the
outcome of interest.



http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/rptfiles/BCTechnicalManual.pdf

All three studies in the meta-analysis found that We also found several evaluations examining the

declining youth to adult court is associated with an impact of juvenile decline laws on general
increase in recidivism. The weighted average effect deterrence.** Unfortunately, however, none of
size is 0.130 (SE = 0.054). This effect is statistically these studies met our minimum standards of rigor
significant at p = 0.017). The effect sizes are to be included in our meta-analysis.

reported in Exhibit 3.

Exhibit 3
Effect Sizes for Decline of Jurisdiction Studies

Drake, 2013 2 @
Fagan 1995 : (]
Fagan et al., 2007 : o

Weighted average effect size

-0.200 0.000 0.200 0.400
Effect Size

 General deterrence refers to the effect that punishment has on the
general population. For example, an individual may make the choice to
remain crime-free because the threat of punishment prevents him or
her from committing a crime.



IV. Benefit-Cost Analysis

When possible, we use WSIPP's benefit-cost model
to generate return-on-investment statistics for all
evaluations for the legislature. The results provide
a consistent comparison with the benefit-cost
results of other programs and policies.”

In benefit-cost analyses of criminal justice
programs, the valuation of benefits in monetary
terms often takes the form of savings when crime is
avoided. Crime can produce many costs, including
those associated with the criminal justice system as
well as those incurred by crime victims. When
crime is avoided, these reductions lead to monetary
savings or benefits. WSIPP's benefit-cost analysis
estimates the number and types of crimes avoided
due to the effects of a policy and determines the
monetary value associated with reduced or incurred
crimes.

The result of our study of the effect of automatic
decline laws provides an estimate of how declining
juvenile court jurisdiction of youth affects
recidivism compared with similar youth sentenced
prior to the law. We found an increase in recidivism
for those who were automatically declined (though
not statistically significant at conventional levels).
In addition to this specific deterrent effect,
however, the juvenile decline law can also affect
crime rates in Washington by what criminologists
call “incapacitation” which accounts for crimes
averted during a period of confinement.

Empirical research indicates that statewide crime
rates are affected by statewide incarceration rates.”
For example, if everyone in Washington were

% | ee, S, Aos, S, Drake, E., Pennucci, A, Klima, T, Miller, M., Anderson,
L., Mayfield, J., & Burley, M. (2012). Return on investment: Evidence-
based options to improve statewide outcomes (Doc. No. 12-04-1201).
Olympia: Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

%% Nagin, D. (2013). Deterrence in the twenty-first century: A review of
the evidence. Crime and Justice: A review of research. Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago Press. Marvell, T. B. (2010). Prison population
and crime. Handbook on the economics of crime, B. L. Benson & P. R.
Zimmerman (Eds.). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing.
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incarcerated then the crime rate would drop to
zero. On the other extreme, if no one were
incarcerated, then the crime rate would be higher
than it is today.

The result of the automatic decline law has been to
increase the statewide incarceration rate by
imposing, on average, a longer length of stay in
confinement. From our evaluation in Section II, we
found that youth in the decline group were
confined an average of 33 months compared with
youth in the pre-group who were confined an
average of 13 months. Thus, the law could affect
crime in Washington through an incapacitation
effect. This difference between the groups
translates to an increase of 1.66 in prison average
daily population.

The empirical task is to calculate this incapacitation
effect by estimating how changes in the
incarceration rate affect the crime rate. Recently,
WSIPP produced an incapacitation model to
estimate the number of crimes avoided or incurred
when incarceration rates change.”’

The body of research that drives this model was
derived, however, from the effects of incarcerating
adult offenders. At this time, unfortunately, no
body of research estimates the effect of
incapacitation of juvenile offenders on crime.?
Therefore, we are unable to reliably estimate how
many crimes society avoids when incarcerating
youth.

Given our findings from the adult incapacitation
literature, we can presume that the number of
crimes avoided through incapacitating youth will be

%’ Aos, S. & Drake, E. (2013). See also: Aos, S. & Drake, E. (2010).
WSIPP's benefit-cost tool for states: Examining policy options in
sentencing and corrections. (Doc. No. 10-08-1201). Olympia:
Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

B nizer, A. & Doyle, J. (2013). Juvenile incarceration, human capital, and
future crime: Evidence from randomly-assigned judges. National Bureau
of Economic Research.



greater than zero. That is, assumptions from the
adult incapacitation literature would lead us to
believe that some crime is avoided. We are unable,
however, to empirically estimate how many crimes
are avoided per juvenile offender incarcerated.?
We provide benefit-cost findings for the recidivism
effect in Section IL.

Benefit-Cost Findings

Typically, the sum of the estimated benefits, along
with the costs, provides a statewide view on
whether a program produces benefits that exceed
costs. Since we are unable to provide a complete
picture of the benefits and costs of the decline of
juvenile court jurisdiction law, however, our benefit-
cost analysis is incomplete.

% We tested this assumption by examining briefly the incarceration-crime

relationship of juvenile offenders in Washington State using county panel

data as modeled in Aos & Drake (2013). We used county-level UCR crime

data from 1982 to 2011 for Washington’s 39 counties as the dependent
variable and Washington's annual total statewide juvenile incarceration
rate for juvenile offenders. Results indicate a negative elasticity. Our
model is not rigorous enough to account for simultaneity which biases a

coefficient downward (meaning the incapacitation effect would be larger),

thus we cannot estimate how many crimes are avoided due to
incapacitation, but we can conclude that incapacitation is likely to reduce
crime.

11

The benefit-cost estimates of this policy, thus far,
are displayed in Exhibit 4. As demonstrated in
Exhibit 4, we cannot estimate the empirical benefits
to taxpayers and crime victims of the incapacitation
effect.

The cost of the policy is $72,585 per youth
automatically declined from the juvenile court.*® In
addition to the cost of incarceration, we also found
an increase in recidivism—a cost to taxpayers and
crime victims. Results from our benefit-cost model
indicate that the increase in recidivism costs is
$2,168 to taxpayers and $8,071 to crime victims per
offender—a total of $10,239 in costs per offender.

30 To estimate the cost per youth declined, we multiplied the cost per
youth per year in JRA facilities., $37,000, plus $6,726 per offender to
operate the Youthful Offender Program (includes DOC and JRA staff)
multiplied by 1.66 years (20 months increased length of stay for
declined offenders).



Exhibit 4
Monetary Benefits and Costs of Declining Juvenile Court Jurisdiction per Automatically Declined Offender

Benefits” to taxpayers and crime victims _

1 | Incapacitation An evidence-based finding
2 Decreased crime victim cost due to increased incapacitation | cannot be estimated at this
3 Decreased taxpayer cost due to increased incapacitation time for juvenile offenders.

| Costs to taxpayers and crime victims | |
4 | Additional cost to confine declined youth $72,585
5 Recidivism effect:
6 Increased crime victim cost due to increased recidivism $8,071
7 Increased taxpayer cost due to increased recidivism $2,168

 Bottombie . . | |
9 | Total net benefits per participant An evidence-based finding
10 | Benefit-to-cost ratio cannot be estimated at this
11 | Monte Carlo risk analysis™ time for juvenile offenders.

*Benefits and costs are life-cycle present-values per participant, in 2012 dollars.

*We assess the risk in our bottom-line estimates by running our benefit-cost model 5,000 times to determine the odds that the policy
will at least break even.

12



Findings and Limitations

Several limitations to our findings must be
considered.

First, we were able to detect that there is an
increase in recidivism when juveniles are
automatically declined from the juvenile court.
While the results from our own evaluation of
Washington offenders were not statistically
significant, the meta-analysis of all available
literature is statistically significant (p = 0.017). We
were not able to understand why we found this
effect. We were able to test whether this effect was
associated with an increased length of stay and that
factor does not appear to play a role. The question
still remains as to why the effect was an increase in
recidivism.

Second, evaluations that measure recidivism are
“retrospective” by design, which means that we did
not evaluate the effectiveness of declining juvenile
court jurisdiction as it operates today. During the
time period of our study, the majority of the youth
included in our outcome evaluation were physically
transferred and housed at DOC. Today, however,
declined youth are housed at JRA facilities.
Although state laws have since imposed separate
housing restrictions between adult and juvenile
offenders, it is unknown how current practice may
or may not impact recidivism differently.

13

Third, although we were able to monetize the costs
and benefits of the recidivism effect of declined
youth, two important components of this policy
have gone unmeasured—incapacitation and
general deterrence. At this time, we are unable to
quantify the impact of incapacitating youth for an
average of 20 additional months in confinement.
We are also unable to empirically estimate the
general deterrent effects of the decline of juvenile
court jurisdiction law on youth at large.



Technical Appendix

The Effectiveness of Declining Juvenile Court Jurisdiction of Youth

Appendix

L Outcome Evaluation of Washington State’s Juvenile Decline of Jurisdiction Laws........c..cccccvvieueincnne. 14
IL Meta-Analysis and Benefit-Cost ANAIYSIS.........ccociiuiiiiiriieireere et 20
IIL. Recidivism Trends in Washington State..........ccooireiieee et 29
Iv. TFEATIMIEBNT ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt s 31

I. Outcome Evaluation of Washington State’s Juvenile Decline of Jurisdiction Laws

The Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP) has a criminal history database that is a synthesis of
criminal charge information for individuals. The database was developed using data from the Administrative
Office of the Courts (AOC) and the Department of Corrections (DOC) with the intent to conduct legislatively
mandated research in a timely fashion. This comprehensive database can be used to determine an offender’s
criminal history or to calculate recidivism. We used this database to select the study groups and to calculate
criminal history and analyze recidivism for this report.

While every effort is made to accurately identify persons across data sources, 100% accuracy is not possible. For
example, multiple birth dates and aliases force us to make processing decisions about the data. Thus, the data
should not be used for auditing purposes; however the database does provide a reasonably accurate source of
criminal charge data for reporting and analysis at the aggregate level.

A. Data Processing

Study Groups. We included youth who were automatically declined to the adult court according to RCW
13.04.030 and youth who would have met those criteria had the law existed in the pre-period. The pre-group is
defined by youth whose offense dates were between July 1, 1991 and June 30, 1994. Juveniles in the pre-group
were ages 16 or 17 at the time of the first offense date who met the offense criteria:

e Serious violent felony (murder 1 and 2, manslaughter 1, assault 1, kidnapping 1, and rape 1)

e Violent felony (with a criminal history of one or more serious violent felonies)

e Violent felony (with a criminal history of two or more violent felonies)

e Violent felony (with a criminal history of three or more class A felonies, class B felonies, vehicular assault,
or manslaughter 2 committed after the 13th birthday and prosecuted separately)

In the decline group, we identified adult cases filed in superior court that met the offense criteria and ages 16 or
17 at the time of the first offense date.’® The decline group is defined by youth whose offense dates were after
July 1, 1994.

*1 To be eligible for a decline of jurisdiction hearing, RCW 13.04.030 states that the youth must be age 16 or 17 at the time of the offense,
while RCW 13.40.110 states that the youth must be age 16 or 17 at the time the information is filed. We followed the eligibility criteria in
RCW 13.04.030 (age at the time of the offense). There were 63 youth in our decline study group age 18 or older at the file date. We tested
the sensitivity of our results (Section B of this appendix) by excluding these 63 youth and it did not impact our overall findings.

14



If a youth had multiple dates of birth, we used the first date of birth (making the person older). If the offense
date was missing, the first file date was used.

Recidivism. Recidivism is defined as any offense committed after release to the community that resulted in a
Washington State court conviction.*> The follow-up period is 36-months from the time the offender was “at-risk”
in the community—the date an offender was in the community with the potential to re-offend. Typically, we use
18 months follow-up for juvenile offenders, however, since the intention of the policy is to process youth
through the adult system, we used a 36-month follow-up period, which is our standard for adult offenders. We
have found that this timeframe allows the researcher to capture approximately 80% of re-offense behavior when
compared with a longer follow-up.® Thus, we have determined that 36-months is a sufficient follow-up period.
We limited the study groups to youth who became at-risk in the community through 2009 in order to calculate
36-month recidivism rates.

In addition to the follow-up period, time is needed to allow an offense to be processed in the criminal justice
system. The criminal justice process includes the time period between the date recorded for the commission of a
subsequent offense and the resulting conviction of that offense. In our previous work, we have found that a 12-
month adjudication period is adequate for adult offenders.

When data from DOC or Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA) indicated the youth was incarcerated, the
release date from the respective institution was used as the youth'’s at-risk date. We do not have access to
detention data for juveniles held at local jurisdictions; therefore, if a youth was not confined in DOC or the JRA,
we used the adjudication date as the at-risk date.

B. Sensitivity Testing of Recidivism Findings

We ran alternative model specifications to test the sensitivity of our recidivism findings displayed in Exhibit Al.
We used logistic regression analysis with felony recidivism as the dependent variable. The “treatment” variable,
Auto-Declined, was coded as a 1 for youth who were automatically declined in the post-period (after
implementation of the automatic decline law) and 0 for youth who were eligible, but were not declined in the
pre-period (prior to the implementation of the automatic decline law).

Results from model (1) show a negative coefficient—a reduction in recidivism—before we added covariates to
the model. In model (2), covariates controlling for important characteristics that impact recidivism were added
to the model and the treatment coefficient became positive. In model (3), our preferred model, fixed effects
were added to capture any unobserved trends over time and the treatment variable remains positive.
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